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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action is in response to the correspondence received on August 1, 2005. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-4, 6-9, 18-20, 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 

anticipated by Goddard (US 6,883110 B1). 

1. Regarding claim 1, Goddard teaches a device for storing distributed data in a 

networked storage array, comprising: a mass storage controller associated with a 

network (ex. a controller in the server or maybe a proprietary service is provided by an 

application over the network) (Col. 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 6, L. 

59-67; and Col. 7, L. 41-55); a mass storage device that is controlled by the mass 

storage controller, wherein the mass storage device includes a portion of the distributed 

data (ex. a mass storage device is the server application storage 212) (Col. 3, L. 42-65; 

and Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L 34 - Col.6, L.2; and L. 59-67; and Col. 7, L. 41-55); 

and a plurality of client systems, having client mass storage, that each store a portion 
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of the distributed data in a distributed storage file on the client mass storage, as directed 

by the mass storage controller, wherein the client mass storage is used primarily for the 

client system's data (Col. 3, L 42-65; and Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L. 34 - Col. 6, 

L.12; and L. 59-67; and Col. 7, L. 41-55) and the distributed data includes a common 

operating system image (Col. 4, L 40-44) (ex. All data needed to restore a server (even 

a replacement server) can be backed-up as distributed data). 

2. Regarding claim 2, Goddard teaches a device as in claim 1, wherein the client 

systems store striped data in the distributed storage file of the client mass storage, 

where the data is a mirror of distributed data stored on the mass storage device 

controlled by the mass storage controller (Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L. 34 - Col. 6, L. 

12: and L. 59-67; and figure 2). 

3. Regarding claim 3, Goddard teaches a device as in claim 1, further comprising a 

network that is coupled between the client systems'and the mass storage controller to 

transfer distributed data between the client systems and the mass storage controller 

(Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L 34 - Col. 6, L. 12; and L. 5967; and Col. 7, L. 41-55; and 

figure 2). 

4. Regarding claim 4, Goddard teaches a device as in claim 1, further comprising a 

plurality of common operating environment images stored on the mass storage device 

and distributed storage files of the client systems (Col. 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L. 19-67; 
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and Col. 5, L. 34 - Col. 6, L 12; and Col. 4, L. 40-44 (ex. All data needed to restore a 

server (even a replacement server) can be backed-up as distributed data)). 

5. Regarding claim 6, Goddard teaches a device as in claim 1, wherein the mass 

storage controller is a hardware card mounted within a network server (Inherently, a 

network connection between the server and clients must have a network card which is 

mounted within the server) (Col, 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 7, L 41-55). 

6. Regarding claim 7, Goddard teaches a device as in claim 1, wherein the mass 

storage device is a hard-drive that is coupled to the mass storage controller (Col. 4, L. 

19-67; and Col. 6, L. 59 - Col.7, L. 55). 

7. Regarding claim 8, Goddard teaches a device as in claim 1, wherein the mass 

storage device stores parity data for the networked storage array (Col. 4, L. 1967; and 

Col, 6, L. 27-52). 

8. Regarding claim 9, Goddard teaches a device as in claim 1, wherein the distributed 

storage file of the client mass storage, which contains the distributed data, is 

inaccessible to a user of the client system (Col. 5, L. 57-64). 

9. Regarding claim 18, Goddard teaches a device for storing distributed data in a 

networked storage array, comprising: a mass storage controller associated with a 
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network (ex. a controller in the server or maybe a proprietary service is provided by an 

application over the network) (Col. 3, L. 42-65; ancfCol. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 6, L. 

59-67; and Col. 7, L. 41-55); a plurality of mass storage devices that are controlled by 

the mass storage controller, in which the mass storage devices each include a portion 

of the distributed data (ex. a mass storage device is the server application storage 212) 

(Col. 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L. 34 - Col.6, L.2; and L. 59-67; and 

Col. 7, L. 41-55), wherein the distributed data includes a common operating system 

image (Col. 4, L. 40-44) (ex. All data needed to restore a server (even a replacement 

server) can be backed-up as distributed data); and a plurality of client systems in 

communication with the mass storage controller, each having at least one client mass 

storage with a distributed storage file, wherein distributed data that is written to the 

mass storage devices through the mass storage controller is minored to the distributed 

storage file on the client mass storage (Col. 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L 19-67; and Col. 

5, L. 34 -Col. 6, L.12; and L. 59-67; and Col. 7, L. 41-55; figure 2). 

10. Regarding claim 20, Goddard teaches a device as in claim 18, wherein the client 

mass storage used by the respective client systems are selected from the group of 

mass storage devices consisting of hard drives, flash memory, and rewritable optical 

drives (Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col, 7, L. 24-42; and Col. 8, L. 18-50). 

11. Claims 19 and 25 are a corresponding of claims 9 and 1. Therefore, they are 

rejected under the same rationale. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5 and 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Goddard (US 6,883110 131) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 

of Murphrey et al. (Murphrey) (US 6,735,692 B1). 

12. Regarding claim 5, Goddard teaches through Murphrey the common operating 

environment image, which is stored on the client mass storage and mass storage 

device systems (Col. 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L. 34 - Col. 6, L. 12). 

Goddard fails to teach image assembly and loading logic configured to assemble and 

install the common operating environment image, and also on a target client that calls 

for a new installation of the common operating environment image. However, Murphrey, 

in the same field of endeavor, teaches configuration for assemble and install the 

common operating environment image, and on a target client that calls for a new 

installation of the common operating environment image (ex: loading is equivalent to 

installation) (Col, 1, L 46-60; and Col. 2, L 49-67). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Murphrey's teachings of configuration for 
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assemble and install the common operating environment image, and on a target client 

that calls for a new installation of the common operating environment image, with the 

teachings of Goddard in the system and method for providing a data backup of a server 

on client systems in a network, for the purpose of providing a data backup of a server 

on client systems in a network, and maintaining the advantages of a remote boot. 

13. Regarding claim 23, Goddard teaches through Murphrey a method for backup a 

common operating environment from a distributed storage array on a network, the 

method comprising the steps of: dividing a common operating environment image into a 

plurality of image segments, wherein the common operating environment image 

includes an operating system and applications (Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L. 63 - CoL 

6, L. 28); allocating a distributed storage file in a mass storage on each of a plurality of 

client systems where image segments can reside (Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L. 63 

-Col. 6, L. 28); storing the image segments in the distributed storage files of the client 

systems as directed by a storage array controller (Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L. 63 - 

Col. 6, L. 28; and L. 59 - Col. 7, L. 55); and installing the common operating 

environment image onto the target client from the image segments in the distributed 

storage files (Col. 4, L. 40-44) (ex. All data needed to restore a server (even a 

replacement server) can be backed-up as distributed data). 

Goddard fails to teach adding a target client to the network that calls for a common 

operating environment and installing the common operating environment image onto the 

target client from the image segments in the distributed storage files. However, 
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Murphrey, in the same field of endeavor, teaches adding a target client to the network 

that calls for a common operating environment and installing the common operating 

environment image onto the target client from the image segments in the distributed 

storage files (ex: loading is equivalent to installation) (Col. 1, L. 46-60; and Col. 2, L. 

49-67). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Murphrey's teachings of adding a target client 

to the network that calls for a common operating environment and installing the 

common operating environment image onto the target client from the image segments 

in the distributed storage files, with the teachings of Goddard in the system and method 

for providing a data backup of a server on client systems in a network, for the purpose 

of providing a data backup of a server on client systems in a network, and maintaining 

the advantages of a remote boot. 

14. Regarding claim 24, Goddard teaches through Murphrey the step of gathering at 

least a part of the common operating environment image from the image segments in 

the distributed storage files (Col. 5, L, 63 - Col. 6, L. 28). 

Goddard fails to teach the installation of the common operating environment. However, 

Murphrey, in the same field of endeavor, teaches the installation of the common 

operating environment (ex: loading is equivalent to installation) (Col. 1, L 46-60; and 

Col. 2, L. 49-67). 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Murphrey's teachings of the installation of the 

common operating environment, with the teachings of Goddard in the system and 

method for providing a data backup of a server on client systems in a network, for the 

purpose of providing a data backup of a server on client systems in a network, and 

maintaining the advantages of a remote boot. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goddard 

(US 6,883110 B1) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Squibb (US 

6,301,677 131). 

15. Regarding claim 10, Goddard teaches through Squibb, the distributed storage file in 

the client mass storage is inaccessible to a user of the client system (Col. 5, L. 57-64). 

Goddard fails to teach the distributed storage file in the client mass storage is hidden 

from a user. However, Squibb, in the same field of endeavor, teaches the distributed 

storage file in the storage is hidden from a user (Col. 13, L. 16 - Col. 14, L. 17). 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Squibb's teachings of the distributed storage 

file in the storage is hidden from a user, with the teachings of Goddard in the system 

and method for providing a data backup of a server on client systems in a network, for 

the purpose of providing a data backup of a server on client systems in a network, and 

protecting of current data in the storage. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 12, 14 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Goddard (US 6,883110 B1) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 

of Anderson (US 6,442,649 B1). 

16. Regarding claim 12, Goddard teaches through Anderson, a device for storing 

distributed data in a networked storage array, comprising: a mass storage controller 

associated with a network (ex. a controller in the server or maybe a proprietary service 

is provided by an application over the network) (Col. 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L. 19-67; 

and Col. 6, L. 59-67; and Col. 7, L. 41-55); a plurality of mass storage devices that are 

controlled by the mass storage controller, wherein each mass storage device includes a 



Application/Control Number: 10/071,406 Page 11 

Art Unit: 2145 

portion of the distributed data (ex. a plurality mass storage device are storage 102, 114, 

116, etc.) (Col. 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L. 34 - Col.6, L2; and L. 

59-67; and Col. 7, L. 41-55; figure 1); and a plurality of client systems that communicate 

with the mass storage controller, each having a client mass storage device, including a 

distributed storage file configured to store parity data (CoL 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L. 

19-67; and Col. 5, L 34 - Col. 6, L. 12, and L. 27-67; and Col. 7, L. 41-55), wherein the 

distributed storage file on the client systems each include a portion of the parity data 

that is inversely proportional in size to the number of client mass storage devices 

available (Col. 4, L 19-67; and Col. 6, L. 27-52). . 

Gcddard fails to teach the distributed storage file on the client systems each include a 

portion of the parity data that is inversely proportional in size to the number of client 

mass storage devices available. However, Anderson, in the same field of endeavor, 

teaches the distributed storage file on the system includes a portion of the parity data 

that is inversely proportional in size to the number of mass storage devices available 

(Col. 6, L. 65 - Col. 7, L. 8). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Anderson's teachings of the distributed 

storage file on the system includes a portion of the parity data that is inversely 

proportional in size to the number of mass storage devices available, with the teachings 

of Goddard in the system and method for providing.a data backup of a server on client 

systems in a network, for the purpose of providing a data backup of a server on client 
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systems in a network, and advantage of facilitating an incremental increase in the size 

of the storage array. 

17. Regarding claim 14, Goddard teaches through Anderson, a device in accordance 

with claim 12, wherein the client mass storage device is a hard drive and the parity data 

is stored on a portion of the client's hard drive that is unused by the client system's 

primary data (Col. 4, L 19-67;. and Col. 6, L 27-52). 

Goddard fails to teach the distributed storage file on the client systems each include a 

portion of the parity data that is inversely proportional in size to the number of client 

mass storage devices available. However, Anderson, in the same field of endeavor, 

teaches the distributed storage file on the system includes a portion of the parity data 

that is inversely proportional in size to the number of mass storage devices available 

(Col. 6, L 65 - Col. 7, L 8). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Anderson's teachings of the distributed 

storage file on the system includes a portion of the parity data that is inversely 

proportional in size to the number of mass storage devices available, with the teachings 

of Goddard in the system and method for providing a data backup of a server on client 

systems in a network, for the purpose of providing a data backup of a server on client 

systems in a network, and advantage of facilitating an incremental increase in the size 

of the storage array. 
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18. Regarding claim 16, Goddard teaches through Anderson, a device as in claim 1, 

further comprising a plurality of common operating environment images stored on the 

mass storage device and distributed storage files of the client systems (Col. 3, L. 42-65; 

and Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L. 34 - Col. 6, L. 12; and Col. 4, L. 40-44 (ex. All data 

needed to restore a server (even a replacement server) can be backed-up as distributed 

data)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Goddard (US 6,883110 131) as applied to claim 18 above, and further in view of 

Ohran (US 200110037371 A1). 

19. Regarding claim 21, Goddard teaches through Ohran, the client mass storage can 

be accessed by the client system (Col. 4, L. 19-Col. 5, L. 13; and Col. 5, L. 64-Col. 6, L. 

27). 

Goddard fails to teach teaches the client mass storage can be accessed by the client 

system when the mass storage controller is unavailable through the network. However, 

Ohran, in the same field of endeavor, teaches the mass storage can be accessed by the 



Application/Control Number: 10/071,406 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2145 

system when the mass storage controller is unavailable through the network (ex. the 

server mass storage can be accessed by the server system is equivalent to the client 

mass storage can be accessed by the client system. The function is similar) (page 2, 

paragraph [0018], [0028]). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Ohran's teachings of the mass storage can be 

accessed by the system when the mass storage controller is unavailable through the 

network, with the teachings of Goddard in the system and method for providing a data 

backup of a server on client systems in a network, for the purpose of providing a data 

backup of a server on client systems in a network. 

20. Regarding claim 22, Goddard teaches through Ohran, the distributed data is written 

to the mass storage devices through the mass storage controller is mirrored to the 

distributed storage file on the client mass storage (Col, 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L 19-67; 

and Col. 5, L. 34 - Col. 6, L.12; and L. 59-67; and Col. 7, L. 41-55; figure 2). 

Goddard fails to teach teaches a mirroring module and a mirror link where the minor link 

allows the mirroring module to access the mirroring module of other client systems 

when the mass storage controller is unavailable through the network. However, Ohran, 

in the same field of endeavor, teaches a mirroring module and a mirror link where the 

minor link allows the mirroring module to access the mirroring module of other client 

systems when the mass storage controller is unavailable through the network (ex. the 

minor link allows the mirroring module to access the mirroring module of other server 
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systems is equivalent to the minor link allows the mirroring module to access the 

mirroring module of other client systems. The function is similar) (page 2, paragraph 

[0028]). . 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Ohran's teachings of a mirroring module and 

a mirror link where the minor link allows the mirroring module to access the mirroring 

module of other systems when the mass storage controller is unavailable through the 

network, with the teachings of Goddard in the system and method for providing a data 

backup of a server on client systems in a network, for the purpose of providing a data 

backup of a server on client systems in a network. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 11 and 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Goddard in view of Anderson and in further view of Squibb. 

21. Regarding claim 11, Goddard teaches through Anderson and Squibb, the client 

mass storage contains large amounts of storage space (Col. 3, L. 65-Col. 4, L. 15). 
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Goddard fails to teach the distributed storage file of the client mass storage is 

dynamically resizable. However, Anderson, in the same field of endeavor, teaches the 

distributed storage file of the mass storage is dynamically resizable (Col. 2, L. 30-35; 

and Col. 4, L. 51-65). 

Goddard also fails to teach the distributed storage file in the client mass storage is 

hidden from a user. However, Squibb, in the same field of endeavor, teaches the 

distributed storage file in the storage is hidden from a user (Col. 13, L. 16 - Col. 14, L. 

17). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Anderson's teachings of the distributed 

storage file on the system includes a portion of the parity data that is inversely 

proportional in size to the number of mass storage devices available, with the teachings 

of Squibb of the distributed storage file in the storage is hidden from a user, with the 

teachings of Goddard in the system and method for providing a data backup of a server 

on client systems in a network, for the purpose of providing a data backup of a server 

on client systems in a network, and advantage of facilitating an incremental increase in 

the size of the storage array. 

22. Regarding claim 15, Goddard teaches through Anderson and Squibb, the 

distributed storage file in the client mass storage is inaccessible to a user of the client 

system (Col. 5, L. 57-64). 



Application/Control Number: 10/071,406 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2145 

Goddard fails to teach the distributed storage file on the client systems each include a 

portion of the parity data that is inversely proportional in size to the number of client 

mass storage devices available. However, Anderson, in the same field of endeavor, 

teaches the distributed storage file on the system includes a portion of the parity data 

that is inversely proportional in size to the number of mass storage devices available 

(Col. 6, L. 65 - Col. 7, L. 8). 

Goddard also fails to teach the distributed storage file in the client mass storage is 

hidden from a user. However, Squibb, in the same field of endeavor, teaches the 

distributed storage file in the storage is hidden from a user (Col. 13, L. 16 - Col. 14, L. 

17). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Anderson's teachings of the distributed 

storage file on the system includes a portion of the parity data that is inversely 

proportional in size to the number of mass storage devices available, with the teachings 

of Squibb of the distributed storage file in the storage is hidden from a user, with the 

teachings of Goddard in the system and method for providing a data backup of a server 

on client systems in a network, for the purpose of providing a data backup of a server 

on client systems in a network, and advantage of facilitating an incremental increase in 

the size of the storage array. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goddard 

in view of Anderson, and in further view of Murphrey. 

23. Regarding claim 17, Goddard teaches through Murphrey and Anderson, the 

common operating environment image, which is stored on the client mass storage and 

mass storage device systems (Col. 3, L. 42-65; and Col. 4, L. 19-67; and Col. 5, L. 34 - 

Col. 6, L. 12). 

Goddard fails to teach image assembly and loading logic configured to assemble and 

install the common operating environment image, and also on a target client that calls 

for a new installation of the common operating environment image. However, Murphrey, 

in the same field of endeavor, teaches configuration for assemble and install the 

common operating environment image, and on a target client that calls for a new 

installation of the common operating environment image (ex: loading is equivalent to 

installation) (Col, 1, L. 46-60; and Col. 2, L. 49-67). 

Goddard also fails to teach the distributed storage file on the client systems each 

include a portion of the parity data that is inversely proportional in size to the number of 

client mass storage devices available. However, Anderson, in the same field of 

endeavor, teaches the distributed storage file on the system includes a portion of the 
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parity data that is inversely proportional in size to the number of mass storage devices 

available (Col. 6, L 65 - Col. 7, L. 8). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

invention was made to have incorporated Murphrey's teachings of configuration for 

assemble and install the common operating environment image, and on a target client 

that calls for a new installation of the common operating environment image, with 

Anderson's teachings of the distributed storage file on the system includes a portion of 

the parity data that is inversely proportional in size to the number of mass storage 

devices available, with the teachings of Goddard.in the system and method for providing 

a data backup of a server on client systems in a network, for the purpose of providing a 

data backup of a server on client systems in a network, and maintaining the advantages 

of a remote boot. 

Response to Remarks 

The amendment received on August 1, 2005 has been carefully examined but is 

not deemed fully persuasive. In lieu of the claim amendments, the office action has 

been revised and amended to address the new matter. No new prior art has been 

introduced however; claims have been regrouped since they were incorrectly grouped 

and rejected in the previous office action. Plus, the. 112, 1st paragraph rejection has 

been removed thanks to the specification amendment. Within the remarks, two issues 

of concern were expressed. The remainder of this response will address those 

concerns. 
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The first issue of concern involves the newly amended claim material. The 

independent claims now feature the trait where the distributed data includes a common 

operating system image. In response, the examiner points out within the Goddard prior 

art (Col. 4, L. 40-44). It is there that Goddard discloses that all the data needed to 

restore a server (even a replacement server) can be backed-up as distributed data. 

This makes it clear that preference data and operating system data is backed-up as 

distributed data. The replacement server must function identically as the server it is 

replacing so, the data the replacement server relies on to function with must contain all 

the details of the replaced server, including preference and OS details. 

The second issue of concern involves claim 11. The applicant's representative 

remarks that Anderson does not teach that any of the storage devices are dynamically 

resizable. As cited in the office action, the portion of the Anderson prior art that the 

applicant's representative should refer to regarding the dynamically resizable storage is 

column 2, lines 30-35, not the abstract (as cited by the applicant's representative). 

Within the examiner's cited portion, Anderson clearly states, "The invention expands the 

size of a storage array on a dynamic basis..." Thus, it is clear that means for 

dynamically resizing memory exist. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 

disclosure: 

■   Shannon (5,852,713) 
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■   Cabrera et al. (US 6,535,998 B1) 

- Bemis (5,487,160) 

- Kihara et al. (US 6,625,625 131) 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 

examiner should be directed to Azizul Choudhury whose telephone number is (571) 

272-3909. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 

supervisor, Jason Cardone can be reached on (571) 272-3933. The fax phone number 

for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

AC 


